The first article, Matthias Bandtel and Jens Tenscher's 'Front cover imagery and the social reconstruction of the Vietnam War. A case study of LIFE magazine's iconology and its impact on visual discourse' provides a link to the previous JWACS issue on the theme of 'Communicating War' concerned with the ways in which the causes and consequences of war are portrayed across diverse texts, imagery and media platforms. However, it is to be noted firstly that although the article provides an entry into this varia issue which is rich with theoretical and thematic resonance for the studies which follow, the reason for it being published in a later issue is not an intellectual one, as the authors make clear. Copyright restrictions necessitated a reformulation of the article with regard to how the images, the object of analysis here, were 'reproduced' and referred to. As the authors conclude: 'Since historic social artefacts like the magazine covers analyzed here offer a fruitful insight into relevant contemporary discourses, the question of dealing with copyrighted sources becomes urgent for academic research.' This is an important point and one worth repeating here. To return to the approach of the article, the authors firstly provide a carefully considered methodological approach using cultural studies and empirical models for the iconographic interpretation of images, Finally, Cristina Pividori takes us back one more step chronologically to the First World War, and to a fitting place to close the issue in this centenary year of the war's outbreak, in 'Of Heroes, Ghosts and Witnesses: The Construction of Masculine Identity in the War Poets' Narratives'. Beginning with the premise that the 'dominant discourse of disillusionment' has not been fully able to contain debates around masculine identity, she looks afresh at narratives that we may feel we know. This is done in the suggestive light of notions of 'haunting' and the trope of the 'ghost' as identified in the work of Avery Gordon which has proved so fruitful not only for the analysis undertaken here, but for memory studies more generally. The figure of the 'ghost' as 'countertype to the hero' and as 'witness' allows a reassessment of the experiences of war and of masculine identity.
Additionally, the issue of guilt (here survivor guilt) re-emerges and might be seen as a 'sub-theme' of the ambiguities and ambivalences taken as a thread throughout this issue, since it also runs, in very different ways, through each of the articles here. Above all, the 'soldier-ghost' becomes a 'destabilizer of dominant discourses'. The 'ghostly' allows for a different kind of knowledge to emerge, what Gordon calls a knowledge of 'the things behind the things'. When dealing with the haunting memory of war which lies behind all the cultural forms and representations here, it is also a suggestive description of the work of war and culture studies.
